
f

DOCKET F!~: 8~PV ORIGINAL

..'ore ~
....aL COIIIIUIfIC&I'IOII8 COIIIII88IOIf

••a~i.9~O., D.C. 2055.

In the Matter of

Expanded Interconnection with
Local Telephone Co~ny

Facilities

~~nt of the Part 69
Allocation of General Support
Facilitiea Coata

CC Docket No. 91-141

CC Docket No. 92-222

The only "e..rgency" here is MFS's feigned panic that

it aight soon have to coapete without the ahelter of a watertight

Co.-iasion-enforced pricing umbrella. It need not worry,

however, because the rate zone plan and GSF reallocation it wants

to delay will actually give local exchange carriers trivial

pricing flexibility co.pared to the truly "unbridled,"2

unreported, and unsupported pricinq flexibility that MFS is

allowed to exercise every day. Indeed, we .uspect that MPS'a

apparent hysteria is a calculated effort to eliminate the only

minor conceaaions the Co_ission has aade to the pUblic interest

1 The Bell Atlantic telephone coapanies ("Bell Atlantic") are
The Bell Telephone Coapany of Pennsylvania, The Diamond state
Telephone Coapany, the four Che.apeake and Potomac telephone
companies, and New Jersey Bell Telephone Company.

2 IIFS Co_unications Company, Inc. E..rgency Petition 2'0 Hold
proceedings in Abeyance, CC Dkts. No. 91-141 , 92-222, pass:_. J.J~
(filed Mar. 23, 1993). O~
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in allowinq all ca-petitor., .v.n LEe., to pric. to the aark.t.

MrS'. petition sbould be .u.aarily denied. 3

MFS'. sain pr••i.. i. that LEe te~ and volUJIe

discounts for high capacity .pecial acce•• ("high cap") .ervice.

are "predatory." Mere repetition of this charg., however -- no

..tt.r bow frequent or .trident -- doe. not .ake it so. Bell

Atlantic has already filed .are detailed cost .upport on this

question than the Bureau has .ver reque.ted -- co.t support that

.how. quite cl.arly that ev.n the deepe.t di.count. in Bell

Atlantic'. high cap tariff r ••ult in price. that are above

avera.e variable coat, the .tandard for anti-competitive or

"predatory" pricing .et by the co..i ••ion'. price cap rul••• 4

The very exaapl. NFS choo.e. to illu.trate it. charge

prove. that the charge i. groundl.... MFS has cho.en, of cour.e,

to highlight the Bell Atlantic rate el...nt that i. clo•••t to

coat, DS3C 5-year channel .ile.ge fixed charge -- which i. 5'
above average variable coat. s That rate .le••nt, however,

cannot be bought by itself; the cu.to..r .ust also buy at least

3 Bell Atlantic adopt., and therefore doe. not repeat here,
the ar~nt. in the Oppo.ition of the United states T.l.phon.
As.ociation (filed Mar. 31, 1993).

4 .Bell Atlant1c COIIt Support for VollHNt and T.r. D1scounts, CC
Dkt. Mo. 91-1.1 (filed Jan. 15, 1993) (""11 Atlantic Coat
Support"); s•• Po11cy and Rul.s Concern1ng Rat.s for Do.1nant
Carr1ers, 5 FCC acd 6786, 682., " 309, 310 (1990) ("Therefore,
we .eek a .tandard which require. .u.pen.ion 2DlX of those rates
which are 80 low that they can be presu.ed to be anti­
co.petitive. We believe that average variable cost provides just
.uch a .tandard."); 47 C.F.R. S 61 ••9(d).

S Bell Atlantic Coat Support at Workpaper 12; see MFS Petition
at 8.
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ORe aile of the per aile charCJe, which is priced at 230' above

its averaCje variable coat.' The result is that the price of the

averaC)e DS3C circuit, which includes not only the fixed charCJe,

but also approxiaately 10 ailes of per aile charCJe,7 is actually

82' above averaCJ8 variable cost. 1 This is a far cry froa the

below-cost predatory pricinCJ MFS repeatedly alleqe., but at no

point atte~ts to prove.

Of course, MFS studiously avoid. ever de.cribinCJ ita

own pricing behavior -- the behavior to which Bell Atlantic auat

respond if it is to stand any chanee of coapetinq in the aarket.

MFS ia not conatrained to price above averaqe variable cost -- in

fact, its recently filed interstate tariff allows it to price it.

aonthly rates for hiqh cap service. down to zero, which i. below

MFS'. costs under any cost ..aaure.' MFS is also a lonqstandinq

devot.. of tera and voluae discount. -- at least for itself -- of

, Bell Atlantic Tariff F.C.C. No. 1 at S 7.5.9; Bell Atlantic
Cost Support at Workpaper 12.

7 S.. 1993 Ball Atlantic Annual Price Cap 'l'ariff Filing,
Tarif! F.C.C. No.1, Transaittal Mo. 565, Description and
Justification, WorkPaper 8-13 at 27 (filed Apr. 2, 1993) ("Sell
Atlantic Annual Filing"). Bell Atlantic calculated averaqe
circuit length by dividinq the 9,093 ailes of per-aile deaand by
the 779 circuits purchasinq fixed aileaqe under DS3C 5-year rate
plan D.

I The rate for fixed aileaqe, $2,294.22, plus the rate for 10
ailes of per aile char,., $3,758.10, total to a aonthly rate of
$6,052.32 for the averaC). DS3C 5-y.ar custo..r. This i. 82'
higher than the total averaqe variable cost of $3,324.83, which
consists of $2,187.43 for fixed aileage and $1,137.40 for 10
aile. of per mile charCJe. Se8 Bell Atlantic Cost support at
Workpaper 12.,

MFS Telecoa, Inc., Tariff F.C.C. Mo. 1, at 21.
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a. aucb a. 69. for DS3 ..rvice•• 10 Finally, it. secretive

pricinq and ..aninqle.. tariff aapower MFS to di.criainate at

will, and cro.s-.~idize below-cost service to one cu.toaer with

above-cost rate. to others -- exactly the behavior it claims to

fear frOll Bell Atlantic. Bell Atlantic, however, cannot charge

individualized, .ecret, or below-cost rates to its custoaers.

Under the.. circua.tance., it .hould not be surprisinq

that MFS has expanded its network and aarket share quite rapidly.

In fact, between 1990 and 1992 MFS nearly quadrupled its fiber

aile. to 39,000, quintupled the nuaber of buildinqs it serves to

1,100, and quintupled it. telecoaaunications services revenues to

nearly $50 aillion. 11 In the process, it has .ecured at least a

quarter of the end user DBl aarket in both Chicago and

wa.hinqton. 12 And all of this was without collocation and

without "fresh look." Given these facts -- which MFS is loathe

to have the Co..i ••ion discover -- MFS's claims that the

10 see Bell Atlantic ~ Parte, CC Dkt. No. 91-141, at 1-2 and
App. A (filed Jun. 12, 1992) (excerpt attached). For exaaple,
MFS'. coabinad voluae and tera plans for DS3 service in Houston
generate a -.z~ d18OOUD~ of ~.,. MFS's DS3 hUbbing service in
Chicaqo CJenerat_ a -.z.1aul d1.COUDt of 53' froa its DSl ba.e
rate. It. tera plans for Boston and Houston allow it to "lock
up" DS3 custoaers for 7 year. and 10 year.. Becaus. MFS doe. its
pricing in secret, these figures reflect the aost recent data
available, frOll 1989 MFS rate sheets.

11 MFS Coaaunications Coapany, Inc., Fora S-l Registration
State..nt, Securities and Exchange Co..ission, at 5 (filed Mar.
11, 1993) ("MFS SEC Registration").

12 Connecticut Re.earch, 1992 Alternate Local ~ransport ••• a
~otal Industry Mepo~, at 22 (1992); Quality strategies, Bell
Atlantic 1993 High Capacity Dedicated Acces. lIarket Share Survey
(1993).



-5-

ca.ai••ion'. quite .cde.t LEC pricinq retOra8 threaten to render

8p8cial acce•• ca.petition "an eapty, theoretical concept" and

-.tillborn-13 can JIOst charitably be characterized as

hyperbole. 14

MFI's .econd pr_ise i. ju.t a. weak. MFS clai.. that

the coabination ot the rate zone plan, the annual price cap

tiling, and the reallocation ot GSF will generate reductions in

high cap rate. ot 25', which, starting troa already low discount

rate., -ettectively ••• authoriz[es] LECs to engage in below-cost

predatory pricinq."15

13 NFl Petition at 3-4.

14 They could al.o be characterized .. dishone.t. Les. than
two week. betore it tiled its Petition, MFS told investors and
the SBC,

Nore .pecitically, the LEe., SUbject to
FCC approval, are peraitted
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This i. wrong for two reason.. Fir.t, regardless of

what the aritn.etic .ight appear to allow the. to do, the LECs

cannot price any .ervice below the average variable cost floor

.et by the coaai••ion'. rule•• 1' Thu., for exaaple, although

the price cap rule. would appear to allow Bell Atlantic to reduce

it. DS3C fixed .ileaqe rate with today'. annual access charge

filing, that rate i. not changinq -- because it is relatively

cloae to the coaais.ion'. cost floor already.17 There is,

therefore, no need to postpone either rate zon•• or GSF in order

to keep individual rate element. fr~ droppinq below the lawful

pricineJ floor.

Second, Ml'S's arithJletic i. wrong. Although the rate

zone plan appear. to pr~i.. an ability to reduce prices in the

highest density zone by 10', the reality talls far short. In

Bell Atlantic'. ca.e, for example, it. high cap service ..rket is

concentrated in a relative handful of wire centers. Although

Bell Atlantic's highest density zone includes only 12' of its

wire centers, they account for 95' of high cap deaand. 11

Becau.e the hiqh cap subindex can drop by no more than 5' a year,

the highe.t density zone, which account. for nearly all high cap

.ervice, can actually drop by only 5.5', not the promised 10', if

16

17

s.. note 4 above.

Bell Atlantic Annual Filinq at 18, Pi9. 7-3.

11 Suppl...ntal Filinq in support of Bell Atlantic's Zone
Den.ity Pricing Plan, at 2 (filed Mar. 12, 1993).



-7-

the high cap subinc:lex constraint is also to be aet. 19 Rate

zones are therefore worth only an additional one hal~ o~ one

percent additional downward pricing flexibility for Bell

Atlantic'. high cap .ervic.s.

Moreover, the high cap .ubindic•• th....lv•• need not

drop anywh.re near the full 5' per year theoretically allowed.

In fact, Bell Atlantic'. DSl subindex i. dropping only 1.5' this

year, and DS3 i. dropping only 1.3,.20 Finally, the GSF

reallocation will allow Bell Atlantic to reduce high cap indices

by only about 8.1'. The result i. that the actual potential high

cap price reduction i. BOre like 10' to 15' than the 25' MFS

clai...

MFS i. wronq, therefore, on both of its preaises:

(1) that exi.ting LEe t.ra and voluae discount. are currently

predatory, and (2) that even if those discounts are above cost

now, the .ade.t refor-. the Co..ission is proposing will soon

..ke the. predatory. Accordingly, there i. no basis for the

l' This aaau.e. that the other two zone. are increased the
full 5' allow.d by the rate zan. plan.

20 Bell Atlantic Annual Filing at S 7.5.
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extraordinary relief NFS requests, and the petition should be

denied.

.espectfully sub.itted,

~~ ..11 atla.tic ~elepbo.e

COIIP&aies

1710 H street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 392-6449

April 2, 1993



RESPONSE Of 8ELL ATlANTIC TO THE EX I'ARTE SUBMISSION
Of METROPOUTAN FIBER SYSTEMS ON LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIER

VOLUME AND TERM PRICING PLANS
CC Docket No. 91-141

MFS ask. the Commiuion to limit the LEC.' volume, term, and hubbing discounts
for high capacity IP4tCiai ecce.. service. in order to protect MFS from legitimate
LEC price competition. Once again, MFS seeks to compete, not in the market­
place, but by pressuring the Commission to deny customers the option of
purchasing from LECa the services they want at competitive prices -- services and
prices much like thou that MFS itself offers.

MFS is wrong in claiming that LEC hi cap pricing is -predatory.- MFS does not
even attempt to show that LEC prices under hubbing arrangements and volume
and term plans are below incremental cost. In feet, these discounts reflect very
reaJ cost savings in v~ume sales, long-term purchase commitments, and traffic
concentration through multiplexing.

MFS is wrong in claiming that LEC pricing i. -discriminatory. - At the risk of
belaboring the obvious, every one of the price. MFS identifies comes from a tariff
that is public and QIfW"'yavailable. By contrast, MFS's services are typically
negotiated in secret with Individual customers. The fact that services are purchas­
ed by a small number of customers does not make them discriminatory, especially
access services that are offered In a market dominated by three large customers.

MFS is wrong in claiming that LEC pricing is -anticompetitive- because it is design­
ed to pre-empt incre.sed competition under special access c~location. MFS's ex
parte itself confirms that these LEC pricing plans nearly all preceded the initiation
of Docket 91-141 in May 1991. These plans were established, not in response to
an FCC docket, but in response to customer demands for prices that reflect the
lower costs of volume ..les, long-term commitments, and traffic concentration.

It might seem curious that, in one breath, MfS claims that it does not oppose
v~ume and term pricing and hubbing arrangements but, in the next, asserts that
such offerings are -predatory, - -discriminatory, - and -anticompetitive- in the
hands of the LECs. Thil inconsistency is explained by MFS's own rates. As
Appendix A shows, MF$'. own _m MId ..... prk:1n,l ,.". MId hubbinll
"'MJgemM"..".,.. • COIln" exactly" thtI LEe dIscoun" MFS $0 .uldllllt/y
aII_o. For example, MFS's combined volume and term plans for OS3 service in
Houston generate a IIMX1trNRn .countof 6.M6. 1 MFS's OS3 hubbing service in
Chicago generates a IlUXlmum .countof 539' from its OS1 base rate. Its term

, BecauM MFS does moat of itl pricinG in secret, theN flaur. reflect the most recent datil av~,
from 1989 MFS rete 1hMU.
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p&ana for Boston and Houlton aJ10w it to wlock upw OS3 customers for 7 years and
10 years. And, like the LECI, ItI plans have been available for years.

Clearly, MFS cannot chaNenge hi cap discounts per se -- only those that might
dow LECs to compete with it on even terms.

VOlUME AND TERM DIICOUNTI AND Hue.NO ARRANGEMENTS FOR SPEQAL
ACCESS SERVICES ARE NEITHER PREDATORY NOR DISCRIMINATORY.

• Volume and term discounts have been repeatedly reviewed by the
Commiuion and allowed to go into effect over objections by MFS that
they are predatory or discriminatory. See, e.g., MFS ex pme at
footnotes 35, 51, 56-59.

• Prices are not wpredatoryw unless they are below long-run incremental
COSti. SIIe, ••g., PolIcy lind RuIa Concerning RIlla for DomIn."t
Carriers, CC Docket No. 87-313, Older on Reconaideration, 6 FCC
Red 2637, at 1127 (1991); Policy aMI Rules Concerning Rates lor
DominlJlJt Carriers, CC Docket No. 87-313, Second Report and Order,
5 FCC Red 6786, at 1310 (1990).

• MFS hal made no effort whatsoever to show that LEC hi cap
prices are below incremental cost.

• In fact, Be" Atlantic'l term, volume, and hubbing tariffs exceed
incremental costs. Ss., e.g., Bell Atlantic Tariff F.C.C. No.1,
Transmittal No. 506-Amended, at Workpaper 2-6 (June 5,
1992) (05-1 term pricing).

• The discounts are based on real coat differences. See, e.g., id.

• WS's claim to. the contrary is admittedly based on pure
speculation. See MFS ex part. at 25 (Wit is .t IeBst possible ...
that current price structures go far beyond the underlying cost
savings W

; emphasis added).

• Volume discounts reflect the lower per unit costs of concentrat­
ing higher volumes of traffic on the same transmission facilities.
Technological advances in high ca.pacity transmission electron­
ics hav.produced higher and higher speed transmission
systems that operate on the same Installed fiber optic cable.
Even though each advance in electronics has at least doubled
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fiber tr8MlYliaion c8P8City, COlts have increued by only •
frKtion. The result is that the same fiber plant can be used
either for relatively low volume traffic at a higher cost, or for
higher volumes at a substantially lower cost per channel.
Chart 1iUustrates this volume-driven declining cost curve.

• Term discounts reflect the lower costs of longer-term supply
r.tionships and assurance of fixed COlt recovery. By
minimizing customer churn, they incr.... average capacity
utilization because they enalMe the LEC to forecalt needed
facilitiu lTlQf'e accurattHy. Thta reduces overall capit. costl to
serve the same amount of traffic.

• Hubbing arrangementl reflect the economies of multiplexing
concentrated traffic onto lerge capacity transport facilities.
These afrangements have evolved naturally as access custom­
erl have located their points of presence to allow them to
concentrate the circuits bringing traffic to the POPs. This
permits use of the most efficient high volume transport facilities
to carry traffic that would otherwise be wastefully fragmented.

• Aatcheting also reduces costs by allowing more efficient use of
the public network. The Commission requi,es the LECs to allow
this practice because, by permitting the IXCs to fill up under­
utilized special access circuit with switched accesa traffic, it
enables the customer to make the most efficient use of the
highest volume transport facility suitable to its needs. See
Invest~tion of Access lind Divestiture Related Tariffs, CC
Docket No. 83-1145, PhaM I, Memorandum Opinion and Order
at App. 0, pp. 5-28 and 7-67 (released Feb. 17, 1984). The
customer still pays switched access transport rates for the
switched traffic used to fill the special access facUity. See
Investigation of Access lind Divestiture Related Tariffs, CC
Docket No. 83-1145, Phaae I and Phase II, Part I, Memorandum
Opinion and Order at App.B, pp. 35-36 (released Feb. 19,
1985).

• The hi cap discounts are not "discriminatory. II

• As MFS's ex parte concedes, LEC high capacity discounts ar.
all provided in published tariffs that are generally available to
any special accesl customer, including MFS. By contrast, MFS
negotiates customer-specific contracts In secret.
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• As a practical matter, the.. diacounts are most vlHuabIe to -­
and UHd by -- customers that account for a large share of the
speciat aceess market.

The interexchange carrier., who have the largest concen­
trations of traffic and the greate.t need for tong-term
supplier commitments, account for three-quarters of all
special access business.

• The fact that a generaHy available offering il only taken by a
few cuetorners does not mean that it is discriminatory. $H,
e.g., Mel Telecommu~tIonsCorp. v. FCC, 917 F.2d 30, 38
(D.C. Cir. 1990); Sea-Land Services, Inc. v. ICC, 738 F.2d
1311, 1317 (D.C. Cir. 1984); ATaT Communications Revisions
to TIN'" F.C.C. No. 12, 6 FCC Red 7039, 7051 (1991).

THESE DISCOUNTS DEMONSTRATE THE VIGOR OF COMPETITION IN THE
SPECIAL ACCESS MARKET.

• Thue discount plans are not new responses to Docket 91-141 -­
moat of them have been in effect for several years, some since 1987.

• The term pricing plans do not unfairly -lock up- IXC customers. As
the New York Public Service Commission found in its most recent
collocation decision, -IXCs are fully aware of the emerging competi­
tive options and are capable of deciding for themselves whether Iong­
term contracts are in their best intere.ts. But the competitors would
not have any restriction on offering long-term contracts, and imposi­
tion of a restriction on the LECs would unfairly handicap them.­
Opinion MHJ Order on Pooling, CoHoe.tion and Access Rate Design, at
65-66, Case 28425, Opinion No. 92-13 (NY PSC, May 29, 1992).

• These plans provide a very limited form of pricing flexibiJity to meet
customer needs. The willingness of suppliers to compete to meet the
needs of customers for complex services demonstrates the suppliers'
perception of high demand elasticity and a competitive market.

• The discount plans are similar to offeringa by access competitors like
MFS, except that they price on an individual case basis and in secret.

• Bell Atlantic's discount plans Mve been developed in response
to requests from customer. that we meet their needs for
competitively packaged and priced access services that will
compete more effectively with services offered by our access
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competitor.. The.. plan. in fact faD far short of meeting those
requests -- which would require fuH individual case pricing
flexibility .

• Cuatomers have stated publicly that they support efforts by the
lECa to develop more competitive rate., and oppose MFS'.
efforts to enforce an anticompetitive pricing umbreua. For
exarntNe, at the May 28, 1992 ALTS conf.rence, 8 representa­
tive of large user groupa reaponcled to MFS'. report of its ex
".,.,. by statinG that MFS ahouIcI stop chaUenging the LECs'
....ty to compete in terma of price and service, and focus
instead on meeting cu.tomer needs.

MFI 'I TRYING TO USE THE REGULATORY PROCESS TO PREVENT
COMpmTlON, NOT PROMOTE 'T.

• For at least two years, MfS has offered term and volume plans and
hubbing arrangements that generate exactly the same kinds of
discounts that it complains about from the LECs. See Appendix A.

• MFS's own maximum volume and term plan discounts are as
high .. I." for DS3 and 31,. for OS1. (These compare to
LEC ranges, as calculated by MFS, of from 38% to 76% for
OS3 and from 5% to 53% for OS1.)

• MFS's own OS3 hubbing discounts are 8S high as 53". (This
compares to a LEC range, as calculated by MFS, of from 46%
to 71 %.)

e When MFS ia required to fWe tariffs, its tariffs reflect similar
diKounting flexibiUty. For example, MFS's tariff in Bakimore
provides a min-max price band that allows a maximum discount
of 17~ for OS1 channel termination recurring charges and 70"
for non-recurring charges. MFS Maryland P.S.C. Tariff No.1,
at 7.2.3.1.3.

e Other competitive acce.. provider. offer similar discounts.

• MFS want. the Commission to enforce a LEC pricing umbreua for
MfS'I own services. Thia il yet another in the seemingly end""
seriel of attempts by MFS to convince the Commission, in effect, to
assign MFS market share -- instead of competing for it in the market­
place.
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• WS cONiatently oppoau any attempt by LEC. to reduce
price. or improve service offerings.

• WS con.iatently price. ita service. beJow LEC tariffed rates.
The higher the Commission forcel the LEC. to keep their prices
(.uch as through narrow price cap banda or prohibitions on
flexible pricing), the higher margin. MFS can earn while still
beating LEC prices.

• MFS'. proposed rutrictiona on LEC pricing are transparently anticom­
petitive. WI PfOPOI8S to limit LEe use of the very pricing methods
MFS itself uses. If the FCC consider. any such restriction. -- whk:h it
should not -- they should apply with equal force to MFS's discounting
practice•.

• WS offe,s no justification for ita arbitrary proposals of a 10%
Imt on term discounts and a 20% limit on volume discounts by
LEC•. In fact, MFS's own term and volume discounts exceed
these limits.

• WS'sproposal that the Commiuion abrogate the term
commitment. already entered between LECs and their cuatom­
ers ia particularly inappro.priate. Both customers and carriers
have already incorporated these commitments into their
business and facUity plans.



APPENDIX A

SURVEY OF METROPOUTAN FIBER SYSTEMS, INC.
VOLUME AND TERM DISCOUNT PLANS

FOR HIGH CAPACITY SERVICES

This survey anefyz.. the volume, term, and hubbing discount
structures employed by MfS in Boston, Chicago, and Houston. These tables .re
based on late 1989 MFS price sheet.. BecauM MFS does its pricing in secret,
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Mfl DS3 TERM AND VOLUME DISCOUNTS
BOSTON

Velume Term PoInt-to-Point 'er DS3 -1 DS3 1 year .6,500.00 .8,500.00

2 ye8fS .6,200.00 .8,200.00

3 yea,s .5,850.00 .5,850.00

5 yNrs .5,200.00 $5,200.00

7 yeers .4,600.00 .4,600.00

3 oa. 1 year .14,900.00 $4,966.67

2 yea,s .14,200.00 $4,733.33

3 years .13,410.00 $4,470.00

5 years .11,920.00 $3,973.33

7 years .10,400.00 $3,466.67

Assumption: Point-ta-point mileage band is 1 roUe

A-2

Base Rate
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MFI DI1 TERM AND VOLUME DISCOUNTS
IOSTON

VoIu.... Term PoiI'It-to-Point ..... OS1 -1 OS1 1 year .600.00 .800.00

3 year. .510.00 .510.00

5 year. .460.00 .460.00

4 DS1. 1 year .2,000.00 .500.00

3 ye.r. .1,800.00 .450.00

5 year. .1,650.00 $412.50

Assumption: Point-to-point mileage band is 1 mile

Bue Rate
.........................' .
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MULnPlEXEO DS3 RATE COMPARED TO OS1 BASE RATE
(COMPUTED AS DISCOUNT FROM COMPARABlE POINT-TO-PT 051 RATE)

CHICAGO

1 CT.1
DS3/2 yr.

$1,980

Multi­
plexer

.550

28 DS1. Total.1 yr.

$6,300 $8,830 Divide
by 28

Assumptions: Hubbed circuit (electrical)
1()()" fill rate
Point-to-point mileage band 0 miles
Sue rate: 0 rnUe OSl .675
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MULnPLEXED DS3 RATE COMPARED TO DS1 BASE RATE
(COMPUTED AS DISCOUNT FROM COMPARABLE POINT-TO-PT DS' RATE.

BOSTON

, CT. Z
DS3a13 yr.

.1,611

Multi­
ple••

.550

21 081..1 yr.

••,260

Total

.10,421 Divide
by 28

OS1
Equlvelent

.372.18 -
-Assumptions: Hubbed circuit (electrical)

100" fiN rate
Point-to-point nmeage band 0 miles
Baae rates: 0 mile OS1 .535

1 mile OS1 .600
2 mDe OS1 .665

A-4



CERTIFICATE OF SERYICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing "Bell Atlantic's

Opposition to MFS's 'Emergency Petition'" was served this 2nd day

of April, 1993, by delivery thereof by first class mail, postage

prepaid, to the parties on the attached list.
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Ellen S. Deutsch
Robert C. Lopardo
Thelen, Marrin, Johnson &
Bridges

805 Fifteenth street, N.W.
suite 900
Washington, DC 20005-2207

Counsel for Taconic and
Fort Bend

Margot Smiley Humphrey
Koteen and Naftalin
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for Telephone and
Data Systems, Inc.

Robert C. Atkinson
Scott Bonney
Teleport Communications Group
One Teleport Drive
suite 301
Staten Island, NY 10311

Jay C. Keithley
United Telecommunications, Inc.
1850 M Street, NW
suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for united
Telephone System Cos.

W. Richard Morris
United Telecommunications, Inc.
P. o. Box 11315
Kansas City, MO 64112

Counsel for united Telephone
System Companies

Lawrence E. Sarjeant
Kathryn Marie Krause
1020 19th street, N.W.
suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for U S West
Communications

Peter A. Rohrbach
Karis A. Hastings
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

Counsel for Williams
Telecommunications Group, Inc.

Jeffrey L. Sheldon
Mara J. Pastorkovich
1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
suite 1140
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for utilities
Telecommunications Council

Policy and Program Planning
Division

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 544
Washington, DC 20554

ITS, Inc.
1919 M Street, N.W. 2d Floor
Washington, DC 20554


